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Abstract
Age-related Macular Degeneration (AMD) is a leading cause of blindness. Although the Age-Related Eye Disease
Study group previously developed a 9-step AMD severity scale for manual classification of AMD severity from color
fundus images, manual grading of images is time-consuming and expensive. Built on our previous work DeepSeeNet,
we developed a novel deep learning model for automated classification of images into the 9-step scale. Instead of
predicting the 9-step score directly, our approach simulates the reading center grading process. It first detects four
AMD characteristics (drusen area, geographic atrophy, increased pigment, and depigmentation), then combines these
to derive the overall 9-step score. Importantly, we applied multi-task learning techniques, which allowed us to train
classification of the four characteristics in parallel, share representation, and prevent overfitting. Evaluation on two
image datasets showed that the accuracy of the model exceeded the current state-of-the-art model by > 10%.
Introduction
Age-related Macular Degeneration (AMD) is responsible for 9% of blindness worldwide but is the leading cause in
developed countries. The number of patients diagnosed with AMD worldwide is projected to increase to 288 million
by 20401. Based on clinical features, the disease is classified into early, intermediate, and advanced stages2. Advanced
AMD, which is often associated with severe visual loss, can occur in two forms: geographic atrophy (or ‘dry’) and
neovascular (or ‘wet’) AMD.
To determine the severity of non-advanced AMD, color fundus photographs are graded on a scale of 1–9. Additional
steps on the scale (10–12) are sometimes used to grade advanced AMD3. However, human grading using this severity
scale requires trained expert graders and is highly time-consuming4, and usually only performed at dedicated reading
centers. This has limited the use of this severity scale to a research tool, rather than as part of the clinical care of
patients5; even so, researchers need access to reading centers, which can be very expensive in the case of large studies.
Therefore there is currently an unmet need for algorithms that can perform automated grading of AMD severity
from color fundus photographs, which will be helpful both for research decision-making in both research and clinical
practice.
Early retinal image classification systems of color fundus photographs had adopted traditional machine learning with
human-engineered features6. Subsequently, later systems used deep learning methods as feature extractors7. Deep
learning has revolutionized the computer vision domain8, and has become the state-of-the-art approach for medical
image classification9–13. To date, several groups have applied deep learning methods to AMD severity classification
using color fundus photographs7. The state-of-the-art method, recently reported by Grassmann et al.14, treated this
task as an image classification problem. The approach of these authors was to use six individual models (AlexNet8,
GoogLeNet15, VGG16, Inception-V317, ResNet18 and Inception-ResNet-V219), each trained from scratch. Each model
directly predicted the step on the Age-Related Eye Disease Study (AREDS) severity scale 1-12 from the color fundus
photograph (i.e., six separate predictions), then a random forest approach was employed to combine the predictions
into one overall prediction.
However, direct classification of images into the AREDS severity scale does not reflect normal human grading practice.
In reading centers, rather than grade color fundus photographs directly, certified graders first calculate individual scores
∗These authors contributed equally to this work.
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for four separate AMD characteristics (drusen area, geographic atrophy, increased pigment, and depigmentation), then
combine the scores for these four characteristics into the 9-step non-advanced AREDS severity scale3. The method
for combining these scores into the AREDS severity scale is shown in Table 1. For example, for one color fundus
photograph, if the drusen area is 1 and geographic atrophy, increased pigment, and depigmentation are all absent
(assigned 0), then the AREDS severity scale is defined as 2 for that image. Graders also check separately for additional
characteristics of advanced AMD (scale 10-12), and revise the severity scores if necessary. Hence, a deep learning
approach that predicts the overall AREDS severity score directly (as in Grassmann et al.14), without these intermediate
steps, may have lower transparency and decreased information content for research and clinical purposes20, 21.
Table 1: AREDS Severity Scale scores 1 to 9, defined by graders from four categories: geographic atrophy (0/1, i.e.,
absent/present), increased pigment (0/1, i.e., absent/present), depigmentation (graded 0-3), and drusen area (graded 0-
5). The final AREDS Severity Scale score (steps 1-9, shown shaded in different colors) is defined by the combination
of findings from these four categories.
Pigment abnormalities
Geographic atrophy 0 0 0 0 0 1
Increased pigment 0 1 – – – –
Depigmentation 0 0 1 2 3 –
Drusen area
0 1 2 2 4 8 9
1 2 4 4 4 8 9
2 3 4 4 5 8 9
3 4 5 5 6 8 9
4 5 6 6 7 8 9
5 6 7 7 8 8 9
To address these potential criticisms, we designed a novel deep learning approach, which mirrors more closely the
way that human graders in reading centers perform grading according to the AREDS severity scale. We have focused
on the classification of non-advanced AMD (scale 1-9), because this was the original intention of the AMD severity
scale (i.e., to predict risk of progression to advanced AMD).
Intuitively, we can design four deep learning models (each of which is responsible for the classification of an indi-
vidual characteristic) and train them separately, which is called single-task learning. Indeed, we previously designed
DeepSeeNet, a deep learning model for the classification of AMD (at the patient level) that uses single-task learn-
ing22. However, these four variables are related; training separately may cause the model not to benefit from shared
features (from the other variables) and may overfit to specific variables. Instead, we created a multi-task deep learning
model that trains the classification of the four characteristics simultaneously. Multi-task learning allowed us to exploit
the similarities and differences between the four characteristics, via the shared deep learning model layers, and also
allowed us to reduce losses from specific tasks23. While multi-task learning has been successfully used in computer
vision24, 25 and natural language processing applications26, 27, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first report that
has employed a multi-task learning model in AMD classification.
For the evaluation of our models robustness and generalizability, two datasets were used. One was from the AREDS,
which includes a large dataset of color fundus photographs (publicly available, on request). The other was a newly cre-
ated dataset, from the AREDS2. The results of our experiments, using these two datasets via 5-fold cross-validations,
demonstrated that our model performed consistently better than the state-of-art model (from Grassmann et al.14). In
particular, the F1-score and accuracy were ∼ 5% and ∼ 4% higher in our model, respectively, in terms of absolute
differences. Furthermore, the model explains the final classification outcome by providing the intermediate results
regarding the four separate characteristics, which may be useful for research or clinical purposes.
Our deep learning model and data partition are publicly available†. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study
in the field of AMD severity scale classification to make these elements publicly available. The goal is to allow for
†it will be released on AMIA informatics 2019.
transparency and reproducibility of this approach, so that this model may serve as a benchmark method to allow for
further advancement of state-of-the-art techniques.
Methods
Architecture of AMD characteristics
The proposed method first grades the four characteristics (i.e., drusen area, geographic atrophy, increased pigment,
and depigmentation), then calculates the overall AREDS Severity Scale score, based on the definitions described in
Table 1. The deep learning model for each AMD characteristic contains three components (Figure 1). Component 1
consists of 10 Inception-V3 blocks, to capture image features19. On top of it, Component 2 consists of three layers: a
global average pooling layer, a dense layer of dimension 1024, and a dropout layer. The global average pooling layer
was applied to capture more informative features by enforcing the correspondence between features and classes28. The
dropout layer was used to reduce overfitting29. Component 3 consists of four layers: a dense layer of dimension 256,
a dropout layer, another dense layer of dimension 128, and a softmax layer; Component 3 is similar to the structure of
our previous work. Components 1 and 2 form the basis of the transfer learning; in medical image classification, most
methods use well-established architectures and add customized layers on top9. Component 3 is used for multi-task
learning, such that each individual task shares the common layers (Components 1 and 2) and has its own task-specific
layers (Component 3).
InceptionV3 
block1
InceptionV3 
block1
InceptionV3 
block10
…
Global Average 
Pooling
Dense 1024
Dropout 0.5
Component 1 Component 2 Component 3
Dense 256
Dropout 0.5
Dense 128
Softmax
Geographic Atrophy
Increased Pigment
Depigmentation
Drusen Area
Dense 256
Dropout 0.5
Dense 128
Softmax
Dense 256
Dropout 0.5
Dense 128
Softmax
Dense 256
Dropout 0.5
Dense 128
Softmax
Shared layers Specific task layers
Figure 1: The multi-task deep learning model for classification of age-related macular degeneration using the Age-
Related Eye Disease Study Severity Scale.
Image pre-processing
We manually examined the color fundus photographs and found that the images tended to have a relatively large area
of black background, as well as large variations in brightness, which might adversely affect classification. For these
reasons, image pre-processing was performed using three steps: (1) applying a Gaussian filter, with (0, 0) as Gaussian
kernel size and (1000/30, 0) as Gaussian kernel standard deviation, to normalize the color balance (i.e., using similar
methods to Grassmann et al.14), (2) cropping the images to a square shape, and (3) scaling the square images to
512×512 pixels. Figure 2 shows an example of an image before and after pre-processing.
(a) (b)Figure 2: An example of (a) the original image, and (b) the pre-processed color fundus photograph.
Training process
We used data augmentation on the training set to enhance the robustness and generalizability of our model8. Specifi-
cally, each image in the training set was rotated randomly up to 180 degrees and flipped vertically or horizontally.
We trained our model using the Adam optimizer30 with binary cross-entropy or categorical cross-entropy loss func-
tions, and a mini-batch size of 16. For the Adam optimizer, we set the learning rate to 0.0001, beta1 to 0.9 and
beta2 to 0.999. In addition, we applied dropout of 0.5 in the shared and task-specific layers. For weight initialization,
pre-trained weights from the Inception-V3 network trained on the ImageNet dataset were used31.
Since multi-task learning aims to reduce the losses of various tasks simultaneously, it requires a different training
strategy compared to common single-task training. In this study, we used a two-phase approach for multi-task train-
ing32–34. In the first phase, all the tasks were trained in parallel to obtain robust shared layers. In the second phase,
each task was fine-tuned. In other words, the shared layers (Components 1 and 2 in Figure 1) were blocked (i.e., set
as non-trainable) and the task-specific layers (Component 3) were fine-tuned to achieve minimal loss. For each task,
the model was saved based on the lowest loss on the validation set. Early stops were also applied to reduce overfitting.
The training was stopped when the validation loss did not decrease in 10 steps during the first phase, and in 5 steps
during the second phase.
All experiments were conducted on a server with 32 Intel Xeon CPUs, a NVIDIA GeForce GTX 1080 GPU, and a
512Gb of RAM.
Datasets and Measurements
The classification performance was evaluated using two different datasets of color fundus photographs (Table 2),
namely AREDS and AREDS2. The AREDS and AREDS2 were two large clinical trials sponsored by the National
Eye Institute, National Institutes of Health35, 36. These two studies were designed to investigate the natural history
and risk factors of AMD, as well as to evaluate the effects of nutritional supplementation on disease progression. The
studies led to the development of the AREDS 9-step severity scale, based on color fundus photographs3. The scale
was created and validated to classify AMD severity, primarily for research purposes, according to risk of progression
to advanced AMD. Both datasets are held by a reading center located at the University of Wisconsin, Madison. The
first image dataset (AREDS) contains approximately 60,000 color fundus photographs of eyes with non-advanced
AMD and is publicly available on request35. We used the AREDS dataset to train the model (i.e., the same dataset
used by the state-of-art model14). The training, validation, and test sets comprised 64%, 16%, and 20% of the AREDS
patients, respectively. We used 5-fold cross-validation to measure the average performance of the models. The training,
validation, and test sets were split at the level of individual patients (rather than individual eyes), such that all images
from the same individual patient were kept in the same set.
For the second image dataset (AREDS2), we randomly selected 1,500 color fundus photographs from the large
database of AREDS2 images (which also contains other images, e.g. fundus autofluorescence images)36. The sample
distribution of the randomly selected images was similar to the population distribution in the whole dataset, and each
randomly selected image was manually confirmed as a color fundus photograph (by a qualified ophthalmologist (TK)).
We used the AREDS2 dataset as an independent test set for the evaluation of robustness and generalizability.
Table 2 shows the distributions of the true AREDS 9-step scale from human grading at the Reading Center, separately
for the two datasets.The distributions of AMD severity are quite different between the AREDS and AREDS2, since
the inclusion criteria were distinct for the two clinical trials: the AREDS included participants with a wide spectrum
of disease severity (including no AMD and early AMD), whereas the AREDS2 recruited participants with more
severe disease only. Hence, the differences between the AREDS and AREDS2 datasets may be helpful in testing the
generalizability of the model beyond the dataset on which it was trained.
For the measurements, standard machine learning classification metrics were reported: weighted precision, recall,
F1-score, overall Kappa statistics, and accuracy.
Table 2: Distributions of age-related macular degeneration severity, according to the AREDS severity scale (steps
1-9) in the AREDS and the AREDS2 image datasets.
AMD AREDS AREDS2
Severity Scale n % n %
1 24,360 41.8 11 0.7
2 7,737 13.3 11 0.7
3 3,324 5.7 23 1.5
4 5,978 10.3 66 4.2
5 3,766 6.5 103 6.6
6 4,641 8.0 353 22.6
7 3,953 6.8 650 41.6
8 3,396 5.8 225 14.4
9 1,130 1.8 120 7.7
Total 58,285 1,562
Results
In addition to the multi-task learning model described above (‘Multi-task model’, as shown in Figure 1), two additional
models were evaluated, for comparison: the Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) model developed by Grassmann
et al.14(‘Grassmann model’), and our CNN model (‘CNN model’). The reason we implemented our own CNN model
is because the authors of the original Grassmann model made available only the weights (trained using the AREDS
dataset), but not the source code and data partition. Since our test set may have overlapped with the training set used in
the study of Grassmann et al.14, it is difficult to perform a direct comparison between our CNN model and Grassmann
model on the AREDS dataset.
The Multi-task model and the CNN model were tested on the AREDS dataset. Their performances are shown in
Table 3. In all metrics except precision, the performance of the Multi-task model was superior to that of the CNN
model. All three models (the Multi-task model, the CNN model, and the Grassmann model) were tested using the
AREDS2 dataset. Their performances are also shown in Table 3. Again, the performance of the Multi-task model
was superior to that of the CNN model, with a higher degree of superiority observed in the AREDS2 dataset than in
the AREDS dataset. In particular, the performance was approximately 5%, 3%, and 4% higher, in terms of weighted
F1-score, overall Kappa statistics, and overall accuracy, respectively. Since the AREDS2 dataset was an independent
dataset not used for training the models, these results suggest that the Multi-task model may be more robust and
generalizable than the traditional CNN model. In addition, the Grassmann model had more than 10% lower accuracy
than either the Multi-task model or the CNN model (discussed further below).
Table 3: 5-fold cross validation performance of the proposed Multi-task model, the CNN model, and the Grassmann
model, on the AREDS and AREDS2 datasets.
AREDS AREDS2
Multi-task CNN Multi-task CNN Grassmann
Precision 0.591 0.592 0.545 0.533 0.514
Recall 0.614 0.612 0.472 0.437 0.345
F1-score 0.597 0.593 0.492 0.449 0.398
Kappa 0.487 0.484 0.330 0.297 0.216
Accuracy 0.614 0.612 0.472 0.437 0.346
Table 4 compares the classification results for multi-task learning and single-task learning on models trained from one
of the 5-fold cross-validations. Single-task learning means that there are effectively four CNN models, each of which
is trained independently. The results show that multi-task learning achieved better performance on all the metrics
(weighted F1-score, overall Kappa statistics and overall accuracy) in both datasets. In particular, it had ∼ 4% higher
weighted F1-score and ∼ 2% higher for other metrics.
Table 4: 1-fold performance of multi-task and single-task learning on the AREDS and AREDS2 datasets.
AREDS AREDS2
Multi-task Single-task Multi-task Single-task
F1-score 0.621 0.583 0.502 0.483
Kappa 0.485 0.466 0.340 0.312
Accuracy 0.621 0.607 0.480 0.461
Discussion
The above results demonstrate that our Multi-task model achieved superior performance to the state-of-the-art model in
the two evaluation datasets. In this section, we consider potential areas for improvement; in particular, we performed
error analysis on four individual risk factors and comparatively analyzed the difference between evaluation datasets.
Additionally, we also quantitatively illustrate that transfer learning improves the generalization capability of models.
Comparisons between four characteristics
Since four characteristics contribute to the final AREDS severity scale, we analyzed the performance of the Multi-
task model separately for each characteristic. Figure 3 shows the confusion matrices and Figure 4 shows the overall
performance of these characteristics.
We made three observations. First, as regards the performance of the model for each of the four characteristics,
its performance in correctly grading drusen area had substantially lower F1-score and accuracy than those for the
other three characteristics (e.g., accuracy of 0.68 for drusen area versus 0.99, 0.90, and 0.84 for geographic atrophy,
increased pigment, and depigmentation, respectively). Indeed, its accuracy in grading drusen area was similar to its
overall accuracy in predicting the AREDS severity scale (0.68 and 0.62, respectively). This suggests that grading of
drusen area may be the limiting factor in the overall performance of the model, such that future improvements in this
particular task may contribute most to increasing the model’s performance.
Second, at the class level, some classes have substantially higher levels of misclassification than others (as observed
in the confusion matrices). For example, the accuracies of drusen area classification for classes 1, 2, 3, and 4 were
0.33, 0.28, 0.47, and 0.33, respectively. These are much lower than the accuracies for classes 0 and 5, which were
0.92 and 0.79, respectively. This is likely because the differences between classes 2, 3, and 4 (small drusen) were
not large enough for effective classification, whereas class 0 (no drusen) and class 5 (large drusen) represent more
distinct categories that may be easier for classification. Similarly, classes 1 and 2 for depigmentation also have low
performance: the macro accuracies were 0.14 and 0.31, respectively.
Third, at the data level, the number of instances is still limited. As observed in the confusion matrices, for all four
individual characteristics, all classes except 0 have a limited number of instances. It is likely that these relatively
small numbers of instances may be insufficient for models to learn. While both data augmentation (which implicitly
increased the number of instances) and transfer learning were applied in our model to address this problem, it would
still be valuable to increase the number of instances further (i.e., new images from additional patients), in order
to improve performance by distinguishing more accurately between classes. Indeed, data imbalance is a common
problem for medical image classification9. However, traditional sub-sampling and over-sampling strategies may not
be applicable in this case. Sub-sampling would limit the number of instances of majority classes, while over-sampling
would require more distinct instances.
Taken together, we consider that (i) instead of reusing models developed for general computer vision purposes,
domain-specific models are needed, and (ii) it is pressing to have annotation of more instances.
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Figure 3: Confusion matrices for individ-
ual AMD characteristics.
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Figure 4: Performance of individual AMD characteristics.
Comparisons between the AREDS and AREDS2
While the Multi-task model was more robust and generalizable than the other models tested, the performance of all the
models decreased substantially from testing on the AREDS dataset to the AREDS2 dataset. The main reason for this is
likely to be the substantial differences between their class distributions. For instance, as shown in Table 2, the AREDS
dataset contains a large proportion of images with score 1, whereas the AREDS2 dataset contains an extremely small
proportion of these. Indeed, skewed distributions make many deep learning algorithms less effective, especially in
predicting minority class examples.
For the Multi-task model and the CNN model, we analyzed the differences in F1-score, Kappa, and accuracy (separately
for each class) between the AREDS and AREDS2 datasets (Figure 5). Here, we selected steps 4–9 for statistical
analysis, because these scores had more than 50 instances in each dataset. In terms of altered performance between
testing on the AREDS and AREDS2 datasets, the Multi-task model was superior to the CNN model for 5 out of the 6
steps. For steps 4–6, the Multi-task model suffered from less loss in performance than the CNN model; for example,
for step 4, the F1-score of the CNN model decreased by 18% , while that of the Multi-task model decreased by 15%. In
addition, for steps 7-8, the Multi-task model demonstrated higher performance gains between testing on the AREDS
and AREDS2 dataset; for example, for scale 7, the F1-score of the CNN model increased by 3% , whereas that of the
Multi-task model increased by 6%. This analysis shows that the Multi-task model not only had superior performance
overall, but also achieved superior performance for most of the classes.
Overall, the substantial decrease in performance between the AREDS and AREDS2 datasets suggests several points:
(i) in principle, for medical image classification, models should favor high robustness and generalizability, (ii) for
transfer learning, fine-tuning may achieve superior results than feature extraction, because of distribution differences
in various medical image datasets, and (iii) it is of value to accumulate different medical datasets. In this study, the
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Figure 5: F1-score class difference (AREDS vs AREDS2). For example, the CNN model had 17.96% lower F1-score
on class 4 compared AREDS to AREDS2.
AREDS and AREDS2 datasets complement one another, such that combining them would provide a larger and more
balanced overall dataset.
The accuracy of the CNN model released by Grassmann et al. was more than 10% lower than our CNN implementa-
tion14. One important factor might be that the Grassmann model did not use pre-trained model weights, i.e., weights
trained from millions of images taken from general domains. Instead, the Grassmann model was trained from scratch
using a random weight initializer. While the AREDS dataset contains a relatively large number of images, the dis-
tribution is unbalanced. Thus, the model may not have learnt the minority classes effectively and may suffer from
overfitting. To investigate this hypothesis, we compared the performance of the CNN+random model (the model
without using pre-trained weights) and the CNN+pre-trained model (the model using pre-trained weights). Table 5
shows that the performance of the two models is relatively similar on testing using the AREDS dataset; however, on
testing using the AREDS2 dataset, the performance of the CNN+random model was substantially lower than that of
the CNN+pretrained model, with a difference of 8% in F1-scores. This finding is consistent with a previous study that
examined the performance of full-training and fine-tuning using pre-trained weights in three medical image applica-
tions37. This study demonstrated that using pre-trained weights was associated not only with superior performance but
also with increased generalizability.
Table 5: The performance between the CNN model using pretrained weights and randomly initialized weights on
AREDS and AREDS2.
AREDS AREDS2
Pretrained Random Pretrained Random
F1-score 0.588 0.582 0.487 0.406
Kappa 0.476 0.470 0.338 0.258
Accuracy 0.615 0.610 0.472 0.391
Conclusion
In conclusion, we have developed a new deep learning model for AMD classification of the AREDS severity scale.
Evaluation on two datasets showed that our model was consistently superior to the current state-of-the-art model.
In addition, our model was able to classify four separate components of the AREDS Severity Scale, thus providing
improved transparency. Error analysis revealed that the limiting factor of our models performance was in the classi-
fication of the drusen area component. In the future, we plan to improve our model by concentrating on drusen area
classification by obtaining datasets with a higher proportion of non-advanced AMD cases.
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